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This paper describes the development of an online inclusive library instruction guide, 
designed to be used by graduate research and instruction assistants working in the R.B. 
House Undergraduate Library (UL) as an asynchronous, self-paced accompaniment to 
their on-the-job information literacy instruction training. While the School of Information 
and Library Science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill currently offers a 
single course on Library Instruction & Pedagogy, it is currently offered only once 
annually, and recent demand for the course has exceeded enrollment capacity.  
 
This resource is primarily intended to provide consistent, foundational guidance for the 
research and instruction services (R&IS) team to augment the existing instructional 
design training taught by the UL’s Undergraduate Teaching and Learning Librarian, 
whose position currently encompasses far more duties than would allow time for teaching 
an entire, ground-up training program for the full R&IS team. While universal design for 
learning and inclusive teaching practices are inherently valuable regardless of educational 
context, meeting the needs of an increasingly diverse undergraduate student body at 
UNC, particularly the large percentage of first-generation students, was a significant 
motivating factor in this project’s design.  
 
Even though the guide was designed with this particular instructional context in mind, the 
materials are by their very nature universally applicable as “best practices for teaching” 
resources. Therefore, they would be equally useful and appropriate for graduate student 
workers as well as for new graduates and early career librarians across University 
Libraries or at other academic libraries that have similar instruction programs. 
Headings: 
Information literacy instruction 
Education of academic librarians 
Library user education 
Library anxiety 
Library orientation for minority college students 
 
 
FILLING IN THE GAPS: BUILDING AN INCLUSIVE LIBRARY INSTRUCTION 
GUIDE TO CULTIVATE EQUITY-EMBEDDED MINDSETS IN (FUTURE) 
INSTRUCTION LIBRARIANS USING CRITICAL PEDAGOGY   
by 
Jade M. Bruno 
A Master’s paper proposal submitted to the faculty 
of the School of Information and Library Science 
of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Master of Science in 
Library Science. 








Table of Contents 
 
Table of Contents .................................................................................................... 1 
Introduction ............................................................................................................. 3 
Defining the Problem .............................................................................................. 6 
Institutional Context........................................................................................ 6 
Alignment with Institutional Values ............................................................... 7 
Problem Component 1 – Instructional Training for Graduate Students ......... 9 
Problem Component 2 – Inclusive Instruction Proficiencies ....................... 14 
Resulting Consequence 1 – Inequities in Student Outcomes ....................... 15 
Project Goal 1 – Better Support Learners in the Library Classroom ............ 19 
Resulting Consequence 2 – Professionally Underprepared Graduates ......... 20 
Project Goal 2 – Increase Professional Competencies for Graduates ........... 22 
Problem Scope .................................................................................................. 24 
Stakeholders ...................................................................................................... 25 
Related Work ........................................................................................................ 27 
Introduction ....................................................................................................... 27 
Library Anxiety ................................................................................................. 28 
The Affective Domain in LIS ........................................................................... 29 




Sense of Belonging and Institutional Failures .....................................32 
Proposed Solutions: Critical Pedagogy & Inclusive Teaching ......................... 35 
Project Goal 1 – Better Support Learners in the Library Classroom ............ 35 
Project Goal 2 – Increase Professional Competencies for Graduates ........... 39 
Project Development & Evaluation ...................................................................... 44 
Project Package Samples .................................................................................. 45 
Feedback from Stakeholders ............................................................................. 78 
Reflection, Analysis of Possible Implementation & Use .................................. 82 
Discussion of Limitations ................................................................................. 85 
Future Directions and Possible Project Extensions .......................................... 86 








 This paper describes the development of an online resource, or inclusive library 
instruction guide, designed to be used by graduate research and instruction assistants 
working in the R.B. House Undergraduate Library (UL) at UNC Chapel Hill as an 
asynchronous, self-paced accompaniment to their on-the-job information literacy 
instruction training. While the School of Information and Library Science offers a single 
course on Library Instruction & Pedagogy (INLS 783), it is currently only offered once 
annually, and recent demand for the course has exceeded enrollment capacity.  
This resource is primarily meant to provide consistent, foundational guidance for 
the research and instruction services (R&IS) team to augment the existing instructional 
design training taught by the UL’s Undergraduate Teaching and Learning Librarian, 
whose position currently encompasses far more duties than would allow time for teaching 
an entire, ground-up training program for the full R&IS team. While Universal Design 
for Learning and inclusive teaching practices are inherently valuable regardless of 
educational context, meeting the needs of an increasingly diverse undergraduate student 
body at UNC, particularly the large percentage of first-generation students, was a 
significant motivating factor in the design of this project (Gonzalez & Andreu-Sanz, 
2020; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019; Office of Undergraduate 




Even though the guide was designed with this particular instructional 
context in mind, the materials are by their very nature universally applicable as “best 
practices for teaching” resources. Therefore, they would be equally useful and 
appropriate for graduate student workers as well as for new graduates and early career 
librarians across University Libraries or at other academic libraries that have similar 
information literacy instruction programs. By choosing to host the guide on a publicly 
accessible web domain, my intention is to maintain the content and materials after 
graduation, updating and revising them as necessary. It is not only possible, but probable, 
that certain concepts or best practices contained in the guide will become out of date or 
be replaced by newer, more relevant research or scholarship in the future. In order to 
minimize this, and to be of maximum value to developing the teaching aptitudes and 
skills of the guide’s users (rather than simply equipping them with tools and end-
products), the guide’s primary focus is on cultivating the mindset and mastering the 
processes necessary to be successful as teaching in the academic library classroom. 
The literature review for this project is rather extensive, reflecting the fact that 
this project-format was originally intended to be a research paper before the onset of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The original master’s work proposal was for a mixed-methods 
research study of the effects of incorporating certain specific principles of inclusive 
teaching via an ethics of care framework, namely affective interventions such as warmth-
based relational strategies, on first-generation students compared to their continuing-





However, instruction requests from ENGL105 faculty (the primary 
driving factor for instruction) at the Undergraduate Library dropped by a full 72% from 
the 2019-2020 academic year to the 2020-2021 academic year as represented by the data 
captured in LibInsights. Coupled with the ethical considerations presented by involving 
an already institutionally disenfranchised community of students in non-essential 
research that would be of no immediate, direct benefit to the participants involved led to 
the difficult but necessary decision to pivot from research investigation to project 
approach. In keeping with my desire to center the needs and experiences of this student 
identity group, as well as others with overlapping marginalizations and similar challenges 
and experiences navigating educational environments that aren’t equitably designed to 
serve them, an early iteration of the problem statement for what would become this 














Defining the Problem 
Institutional Context 
As the flagship university in the state of North Carolina, UNC-Chapel Hill is 
positioned at the forefront of innovation and academic excellence. The UNC University 
Libraries system is no different; it features comprehensive programming and services 
focused around student and faculty success. On the “About University Libraries” page, 
the system is described as being “consistently ranked among the top university libraries 
in North America and is one of the premier libraries in the South” (n.d., para. 1). 
Recognizing that the needs of under-class undergraduate students are distinct from those 
of upper-classmen, an entire branch library at UNC is dedicated to serving their unique 
needs. The R.B. House Undergraduate Library (UL) is situated to serve the needs of first- 
and second-year undergraduate students through collection development, reference, 
research & instruction, design and media, and lifestyle workshops, amongst other 
capacities (About the Undergraduate Library, n.d.). A key component of instructional 
programming is teaching general information literacy, effective library resource use, and 
strong research methods. In service of this, the UL has one full-time undergraduate 
teaching and learning librarian who supervises a team of graduate research and 
instruction assistants, the number of which has dwindled in recent years due to budget 
cuts and hiring freezes, most notably in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and the 





Alignment with Institutional Values  
In order to assess the institutional values of University Libraries, one can look to 
the messaging and communications put out via the library’s official website and by the 
Vice Provost for University Libraries and University Librarian, Elaine Westbrooks. The 
Strategic Framework (n.d.) emphasizes student success and inclusive excellence, the 
latter of which was explicitly emphasized in Westbrooks’ (2020) call for Reckoning with 
Systemic Racism and Oppression, which launched an ongoing institutional initiative 
foregrounding engagement with anti-racist accountability work, interrogation of the 
systems of inequity operating at the University Libraries, and delegation of financial and 
material resources towards those priorities (Westbrooks, 2020, para. 2). This was in line 
with the prior work of the libraries’ IDEA Council for Inclusion, Diversity, Equity, and 
Accessibility, who took the lead on implementation of the Reckoning initiative. The 
IDEA Council’s charge includes the following two line items, which this inclusive 
instructional training project is in direct alignment with:  
Propose library-wide goals and recommendations that address inclusion, 
diversity, equity, and accessibility… 
Promote and/or develop inclusion, diversity, equity, and accessibility 
related trainings and programs provided by the University Libraries, UNC-
CH campus, and beyond, such as the Racial Equity Institute (REI) and 
implicit bias and cultural humility training (IDEA Council, n.d., Charge 
section para. 2 bullets 1-2). 
There was a recent (April 1, 2021) IDEA Action Committee call for project 
proposals that would have been incredibly helpful earlier in the development process of 




unprecedented amount of institutional backing and support for actionable work 
in this context: 
Our committee, as part of the Reckoning Initiative created by Elaine 
Westbrooks in June 2020, believes that inclusion, diversity, equity, and 
accessibility work (IDEA) in libraries is vital for a more just and democratic 
society. Staff with a desire to integrate IDEA goals into their day-to-day 
work, as well as staff who want to sustain and improve upon current IDEA 
work should be able to do so freely without barriers. The IDEA Action 
Committee will provide funding to accelerate current IDEA-related projects 
and facilitate the creation of new projects, services, and programs that 
advance social justice in the Libraries… If you have been thinking about or 
are already participating in programs that work to impact or dismantle 
systems of oppression upon which our Libraries operate, we encourage you 
to apply for support through our grant-funding system (Shawgo & Figueroa, 
2021, para. 1-3). 
 
Keeping this call in mind, if one accepts at face value that some of the most 
significant issues facing librarianship today are work culture, white supremacy, toxic 
hegemonic ideologies, etc. then one natural corollary is that we should be adequately 
preparing graduate students in MSLS programs (the future of the profession) on the 
inclusive values that the profession really needs in practice. Allowing students to 
graduate and enter the field without exposure to critical frameworks and pedagogies for 
teaching leaves them unprepared to enter the professional environment described above, 
and worse, puts them at risk of reproducing and enacting the systems of oppression 
named therein.  
Implementing an inclusive practical curriculum wouldn’t leave room for graduate 
research assistants to fall through the cracks or graduate with varying degrees of exposure 
to these critical inclusive teaching concepts depending on when they started or which 




doesn’t pass on these same inequities to the students that they teach (both during 
their time teaching in graduate school, and after).  
 
Problem Component 1 – Instructional Training for Graduate Students 
While the UL already has a robust first-year library instruction program, when 
examining its curricular materials on the surface, its principle focus appears to be directed 
toward physical skill acquisition, with a lesser focus on cognitive strategies, and no 
explicit mention of affective learning outcomes (First Year Writing Program Basics, 
n.d.). Lesson plans on the instruction team’s site are primarily organized around learning 
activities (topic selection, keywords, database searching, evaluating sources, specialized 
database searching), rather than learning outcomes (First Library Visit, n.d.; Second 
Library Visit, n.d.). One can navigate “up” in the website directory one level from the 
learning activities section in order to view a list of the ACRL Frames and Learning 
Outcomes that correspond to each general library instruction session, but there is no 
direct 1:1 correlation drawn between frame and learning outcome, learning outcome and 
learning activity, or learning activity and any sort of assessment or evaluation strategy 
(Lesson Plans, n.d.). A separate page on the site, link entitled “Read More,” mentions the 
book Understanding by Design as a means to introduce the concept of backward design 
(with a link to an informational resource on the topic), and the UL’s lesson planning 
template is derived from backward design principles, but this isn’t accurately represented 





Keeping in mind that this site is the only real public point of reference 
for the instruction program at the Undergraduate Library, it would be difficult to tell from 
an outside perspective whether or not the UL provides instruction that meets sound 
instructional design principles, much less inclusive teaching practices. However, the 
graduate research and assistant positions at the R.B. House Undergraduate Library are 
widely considered some of the most coveted graduate positions in the context of teaching 
and learning experiences for a reason—they have some of the most comprehensive 
instruction responsibilities, are supervised directly by the university’s only titled 
“Teaching and Learning” librarian, receive a great deal of departmental training and 
support, and are able to focus on the “quintessential” information literacy frames and 
dispositions. As a graduate research and instruction assistant who has worked at the UL 
under the tutelage of our teaching and learning librarian for the past two years, I have had 
the privilege of being mentored by a supervisor with an incredibly strong teaching 
background who views guiding new student-librarians through on-the-job instructional 
training as a core component of her work. Additionally, her value-alignment on inclusive 
teaching was invaluable in shaping and encouraging the direction of this project.  
That being said, there is a limit to what a single person in one teaching position 
can accomplish, especially across an institution as large as the University Libraries. 
When I was first onboarded at the Undergraduate Library, the team of graduate research 
and instruction assistants (RAs) was as large as ten, and only in response to the COVID-
19 pandemic and the associated budget cuts did it shrink to four. Conducting what 
essentially needs to be a comprehensive train-the-trainer curriculum on learning theories, 




inclusive teaching principles, and everything else that goes into being a 
successful teaching librarian is well beyond the scope of what an individual can 
realistically do in the best of times, much less on top of a full professional schedule and 
teaching load apart from supervisory and mentorship duties. On top of this, RA contracts 
are highly dependent on funding and a slow academic hiring process, which means that 
the ability to conduct a cohesive, structured, cohort-style training or orientation for 
onboarding purposes prior to the start of the semester or academic year isn’t always 
feasible (this was the case for myself, for example).  
Attempts to ameliorate some of the onboarding discrepancies are (and were, in 
my case) subject to logistical difficulties that could be reasonably expected to be present 
in most any academic library. While our research and instruction services (R&IS) team 
made every attempt to meet weekly for continuing education that would include 
pedagogical readings, discussion questions, mock practice scenarios, and other learning 
activities, we were juggling the full-time course schedules of 4-10 graduate students, 
teaching responsibilities, our librarian’s other professional commitments, as well as the 
need for training related to other work components that weren’t instruction related, of 
which there were many.  
Even this was only speaking to the situation at a single branch library on UNC’s 
campus (albeit one with some of the most demanding teaching responsibilities); when 
speaking with other graduate colleagues about their experiences across other libraries, 
many, if not most, of them reported minimal training on the subject of teaching and 
learning at all. Some of them reported no formal on-the-job guidance regarding their 




practices or critical pedagogical theories. The lack of consistency and cohesion 
across the board on the topic of instructional training leaves graduate assistants with a 
wide discrepancy in learning outcomes and opportunities, affecting their relative 
preparedness and competitiveness on the job market after graduation, but also affects the 
quality and effectiveness of the instruction that they provide to the students in their 
classes. 
Given that graduate research and instruction assistantships are structured as an 
accompaniment to the master’s program at the School of Information and Library Science 
(SILS), it would stand to reason that this lack of consistent professional training on-the-
job might be in response to an expectation of corresponding academic preparation via 
instruction-related coursework. However, SILS currently offers only a single course on 
Library Instruction & Pedagogy (INLS 783), it is currently offered only once annually, 
and recent demand for the course has exceeded enrollment capacity (Courses, n.d.). 
Additionally, until Spring 2020 the course was styled “Instruction for Youth in School 
and Public Libraries,” (and further back, INLS 502, “User Education”) leaving exactly 
zero courses available on the topic of instruction in the context of the academic college 
research library. Again, this is hardly an issue unique to UNC, as will be explored in the 
“Related Work” section, but it is particularly noteworthy given SILS’ national rankings 
and esteemed reputation as a leading program for preparing future academic librarians 
(uncsils, 2021). 
There are certainly other avenues of acquiring exposure to instructional concepts 
outside of a formal course at SILS or on-the-job experience as an RA if an individual is 




does demonstrate an institutional commitment to continuing education and 
professional development in the area of instruction in the form of a largely “grassroots” 
based community of practice. That being said, participation in the community of practice 
is completely voluntary, not always well advertised (for RAs it depends on supervisors 
communicating this information down the chain via word of mouth unless an RA 
happens to be added to the full-time employee email listserv), is subject to meeting 
sporadically, and from my own attendance of brown bag lunches, it doesn’t appear to 
always be well-attended by students. Even for full-time employees, it appears to be 
largely the same rotating group in most instances – like in many cases, those who are 
already well versed in best practices and invested in continuing to develop their skills are 
the ones most likely to attend– a self-selecting process, like an echo chamber– whereas 
those who could potentially stand to benefit the most wouldn’t necessarily, by that logic, 
be coming to the community of practice meet-ups.  
This being said, graduate students who are making the commitment to an MSLS 
program and its partnering academic library system with their time, tuition, and work-
study hours should not need to rely on extracurricular, stop-gap sources of instruction 
training such as communities of practice as their primary source of training. 
Communities of practice and other professional development programming are, by their 
very nature, meant to supplement existing foundations of academic and professional 
training, rather than replace them. They have neither the resources nor the structure to do 





Problem Component 2 – Inclusive Instruction Proficiencies 
As mentioned previously when examining the instruction team site, the principle 
focus in learning activities material is on physical task completion (i.e. searching 
databases, acquiring journal articles) and cognitive skill development (i.e. brainstorming 
related keywords, evaluating sources), whereas the affective component of learning isn’t 
mentioned directly in any of the original source materials, and is only mentioned in a 
very limited capacity in secondary sourced materials (there is a “soft skills” teaching 
strategies document linked on the “Try a New Teaching Tool” titled “Strategies for 
Engaging Short-Term Audiences”). There is no direct guidance for instructors on 
incorporating affective measures, much less explicit mention of documented 
interventions such as warmth-based instructional approaches. 
While this is a strength in the interpersonal interactions and trainings that I have 
experienced with my direct supervisor, our undergraduate teaching and learning librarian, 
these skills and capacities aren’t formalized in our training curriculum and there aren’t 
readily available materials to support inclusive teaching frameworks, critical pedagogies, 
or the affective needs of students. Due to the aforementioned gaps in training due to 
differential onboarding timelines, scheduling conflicts with weekly continuing education 
training, the rotating impermanence of staffing schedules, and the demanding burden that 
this scope of training places on a single professional position (the undergraduate teaching 
and learning librarian), it stands to reason that student-librarians in training are not 
receiving a standardized, comprehensive education on inclusive teaching practices, either. 
As Vice Provost for University Libraries Elaine Westbrooks notes: 
Although we aspire to be inclusive, we often miss the mark because we do 




have the will to seriously interrogate each system and to understand 
how it fails to advance equity and justice. We must then determine how 
we will reform these systems and implement change with courage and 
conviction. (Westbrooks, 2020, para. 4) 
 
It took me a while to put my finger on how overlooked inclusive teaching 
practices were because my "cohort" of RAs was serendipitously in value-alignment with 
many of these principles already, some credentialed teachers from other disciplines or 
educational contexts, with a variety of backgrounds and identities that lent expertise and 
experience. However, based on the literature presented in the Related Work section, this 
appears to be the exception rather than the rule, and it cannot be left up to chance- for 
instance, just because our RA supervisor emphasizes inclusive teaching in our 
interpersonal interactions at the UL, doesn’t mean that other campus branch libraries’ 
RAs get the same training (and from conversations with student colleagues who work in 
instruction-bearing positions, it appears that training varies widely, with many reporting 
no formalized, on-the-job instruction training at all, much less inclusive or equity-focused 
training). 
 
Resulting Consequence 1 – Inequities in Student Outcomes 
With this very narrow field of view, there is a critical deficit being left in the 
wake of such instruction. Anxiety surrounding library use and information-seeking 
activities is well-documented throughout the past three decades of LIS literatures. First-
year undergraduate students suffer from higher rates than most, and first-generation 
undergraduate students are even more susceptible. Compounded with other intersecting 




anxiety can be potentially crippling for these populations. In only equipping 
graduate student instructors with lessons outlining the physical and cognitive skills 
needed to navigate library spaces and resources, current practices leave to chance 
whether or not individual graduate students happen to acquire the aptitudes and skills 
necessary to address the affective component of students in first-year library instruction 
sessions. As Tucker (2013) astutely identified, “it seems like we are choosing to employ 
the sink-or-swim method of instructional training: throw new librarians into the 
classroom and hope that they manage to stay afloat. This method is detrimental to the 
instruction program, the librarian, and the students” (p.13). When student learning 
outcomes are left to chance, and differential experiences are rampant across the program 
depending on which instructor a student receives and the level of training and 
preparedness that instructor was, in turn, given, inequity results. 
The educational literature is quite clear on the affective needs of learners in the 
classroom; first-year students in the transition to college experience heightened 
vulnerability, and first-generation college students potentially even more so. In the 
Related Work section, you will find statistics on the prevalence of library anxiety in these 
populations as well as amongst intersecting identity groups. Because negative affective 
states, such as library anxiety, can prevent students from visiting the library or 
successfully completing information-seeking activities like the research process, it can 
seriously impact their academic performance and overall persistence and retention. For 
student who already struggle to feel as if they belong in the university setting (imposter 




As an example of the breadth of impact of the instruction program at the 
Undergraduate Library alone, we can examine the instructional context of the program 
itself. One hundred percent of the classes that are taught support the first-year writing 
program, namely English 105, which is a required course for all first-year and transfer 
students as part of the general education requirement at UNC-CH. Two of the five 
learning objectives of the overall course are as follows: “conduct research using a variety 
of academic databases and sources; understand how to use research as evidence in 
discipline-specific compositions” (English 105, n.d., para. 1 list items 2-3). This aligns 
squarely within the ACRL Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education, 
and means that graduate students have the opportunity for significant application of 
information literacy instruction principles on a large scale for up to two years at a half-
time equivalency (20 hours/week) while earning their master’s degree (American Library 
Association, 2015).  
While it is up to the faculty instructors of English 105 as to whether they choose to bring 
their classes in for a one-shot library instruction session or not, Table 1 (next page) 
depicts instruction data captured in LibInsights that suggests that the program is heavily 
utilized in a typical year. Each section of Engl105 contains a maximum of 19 students, 
though the data does not account for some faculty instructors that brought their classes 
for a second session within the same semester or academic year (return visits). Note that 
the numbers for 2019-2020 and 2020-2020 were affected by the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic, as UNC-CH campus shut down mid-March 2020, and library instruction 




affecting both the modality and demand (though “demand” is likely a reflection 
of faculty and students’ diminished bandwidth, or capacity) for library instruction 
services. 
 
Table 1. Number of Engl105/105i Instruction Sessions per Academic Year 
 
 During the time period in which instruction statistics were kept in LibInsights, 
instruction sessions peaked at 394 individual sessions during the 2018-2019 academic 
year. That’s a cumulative total of up to 7,486 students (counting possible repeat visits), 
where total undergraduate enrollment for that year was 30,011 (The University of North 
Carolina System, 2020). The instruction program at the Undergraduate Library has 
enormous potential impact on the information literacy learning outcomes of the student 
body at the university, too much so to leave the instructional proficiencies of its graduate 
instructors up to situational factors like the ones outlined above. For the flagship 
university of the UNC system to have a library instruction program whose foundational 
solidity is currently subject to logistical inconveniences like onboarding delays and 
scheduling misalignments is demonstrative of a larger issue with the model of career 
preparation for academic librarianship and the detrimental effects that it can have on 
student outcomes as a result.  
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Project Goal 1 – Better Support Learners in the Library Classroom 
“All of this [instruction training] can ultimately contribute to the college student’s 
successful mastering of information literacy skills; the reason why we teach in the first 
place” (Meulemans & Brown, 2001, p. 263).  
The purpose of this study with regard to project goal one is two-fold: firstly, to 
explore via a hybrid literature view/community analysis how certain dimensions of 
learning, such as the affective domain, are particularly critical and resonant for non-
traditional students, whom higher education has actively, systematically marginalized by 
not historically valuing to the same degree as more privileged, “traditional” students; and, 
secondly, to use principles of critical pedagogy and inclusive teaching to inform more 
effective, targeted design for the instructional program so that it centers those students’ 
experiences and supports their learning outcomes. In doing so, the derivative, secondary 
project goal is to apply critical pedagogies and user-centered design best practices to 
develop a newly revised, carefully crafted instructional training plan for graduate student 
instructors that covers instructional design best practices, planning processes, in-class 
learning activities development, and critical assessment approaches. This training 
curriculum will be responsive to both findings of the community analysis on first-year, 
undergraduate students at UNC-Chapel Hill, as well as more broadly documented needs 
from existing literature on undergraduate students in the library classroom, library and 
information-seeking anxiety, the affective domain of learning, and previously proposed 





While the foundational scholar in library anxiety, Mellon (1986), 
frames a best practices approach for affective-based instructional intervention as 
“warmth-based,” the literature shows that any human-oriented, or humanistic, approach 
that focuses on students as whole persons (with physical, cognitive, and affective needs) 
can succeed in curbing the experience of library anxiety and lead to better student 
learning outcomes. By better integrating similar types of approaches into existing lesson 
plans, the Undergraduate Library instruction staff can better meet the needs of all 
populations and identity groups of students and make a difference in their rates of 
persistence, retention, success, and overall well-being. 
 
Resulting Consequence 2 – Professionally Underprepared Graduates  
As a consequence of the limited or non-existent instruction training for future 
teaching librarians across the profession, MSLS programs and their accompanying work-
study positions such as those at University Libraries have to the potential to turn out 
instruction librarians that are professionally underprepared for the rigors of academic 
librarianship. Nowhere is this clearer than in the LIS literature over the past decade. 
While Brecher and Klipfel (2014) asserted that lack of instruction training is a 
“fundamental problem within library education” (p.45), the realities of the library job 
market as represented by Tucker (2013) stand in stark contrast to that lack of preparation: 
“According to a study conducted by Detmering and Sproles, 97% of entry-level job 
advertisements listed information literacy and library instruction responsibilities” (p.13). 
UNC SILS is not alone in its lack of emphasis on instruction coursework, and even 




Goodsett & Koziura (2016) noted that “most LIS programs still do not require 
students to take instruction courses, and some do not even offer such courses [despite the 
fact that] potential employers greatly value new employees with teaching skills and 
training” (p. 702).  
Multiple studies concluded that the vast majority of librarians whose positions 
involved instruction duties prepared themselves on the job through informal self-
teaching, with none of their teaching proficiencies having been primarily learned while in 
their graduate program. (Brecher & Klipfel, 2014; Goodsett & Koziura, 2016; Tucker, 
2013; Westbrock & Fabian, 2010). The most astonishing conclusion of this portion of the 
literature review was not even that MSLS graduates were professionally underprepared 
for teaching duties, but rather the absolute unanimity with which the consensus was 
acknowledged without major compelling evidence of comprehensive, widespread inroads 
having been made. “There is little indication that the proficiencies are being adopted by 
instruction programs as a standard for measuring skills, library schools as a template for 
curricular change, or administrators as a guide for writing job descriptions” (Westbrock 
& Fabian, 2010, p. 588).  
That is not to say that programs have not been making attempts at rectifying the 
situation- rather, the opposite, as will be covered in the proposed solutions section. 
However, by and large such solutions seem to not have made their way to UNC SILS or 
the University Libraries at this time. As of 2016, Goodsett & Koziura were still reporting 
that instruction was still the second-most missed preparatory element from an LIS 




work (which is, after all, a contextual element rather than a true domain or 
functional element):  
 
“FIGURE 9 Arithmetical mean of researchers’ code totals for responses to 
survey question #12: “If applicable, after being employed as a librarian, what do 
you feel was missing in the preparation your LIS education gave you?” 
Responses are limited to new librarians, defined as respondents with fewer than 




Project Goal 2 – Increase Professional Competencies for Graduates 
As alluded to in the section on project goal one, in enacting solutions for the first 
project goal, a derivative, secondary project goal is to apply critical pedagogies and user-
centered design best practices to develop a newly revised, carefully crafted instructional 
training plan for graduate student instructors that covers instructional design best 
practices, planning processes, in-class learning activities development, and critical 




prepared, competent, and competitive on the job market, prepared for their first 
professional position, and ultimately more successful as an early career librarian. 
Since (information literacy) instruction is so heavily emphasized 1) in 
librarianship as a profession, 2) in academic librarianship in particular, 3) as a desirable 
skill on the academic job market for new graduates, 4) as being of utmost importance to 
the success of the college students, it stands to reason that LIS graduate programs and/or 
the graduate assistantships that accompany enrollment should adequately prepare 
students by equipping them with the pedagogical knowledge, skills, and techniques 
needed to be successful in their post-graduate careers. However, the literature shows that 
this is largely not the case.  
Adding more sections of instruction & pedagogy is something that should be 
advocated for on a departmental level (and it’s unclear why that’s not a larger 
institutional priority at SILS), and indeed other schools have added additional course 
offerings beyond a basic foundations course in instruction & pedagogy (or, at least had 
one focusing specifically on academic libraries, rather than an all-in-one like 783) but this 
project is choosing to focus on the partnership between SILS and University Libraries.  
As long as librarians are reporting to acquire proficiencies primarily on the 
job, it is important that instruction programs provide appropriate 
training. Formalizing on-the job experiences through mentoring, 
workshops, reading groups, and other types of training to address the 
proficiencies will benefit instruction librarians, instruction programs, and 
the recipients of instruction alike. (Westbrock & Fabian, 2010, p. 588).  
 
While a foundation focusing on critical pedagogies and inclusive teaching 
strategies is warranted based on the values and priorities espoused in project goal one, a 




“Four of the five proficiencies for which the difference [between the percentage 
who acquired the skill in library school and the percentage who thought it should be 
acquired in library school] was greatest deal with designing instruction (lesson plans, 
learner-center content, learning to best meet the needs of students (by identifying learning 
styles and prior knowledge) (Westbrock & Fabian, 2010, p. 588). As such, project goal 
two dictates that the resulting project deliverable will have a significant focus on 
instructional design.  
 
Problem Scope 
While this topic has broader ramifications for librarianship as a profession, I’ve 
chosen to limit the scope of my attention to academic librarianship specifically as the 
context in which I am currently embedded as a graduate student, as well as the 
professional environment that I intend to enter after graduation. Public libraries have a 
different model of internships and programming with a different set of learning outcomes 
and standards, and school libraries target a completely different age group with its own 
set of developmental particularities and educational context. In choosing a narrower 
focus, I’m able to tailor a more fitted approach to a problem that is highly situated in the 
landscape of higher education and academic libraries; any attempt to tackle educating 
instruction librarians across multiple domains as a broader issue would be sacrificing 
focus for generalizability.  
 Additionally, there is a great deal of potential for remediation of this training 
“gap” within formal LIS education at the graduate level. Credit-bearing instruction 




and certainly aren’t mutually exclusive to the types of solutions being explored 
in this project. In fact, some of the related works explore instruction coursework 
alongside on-the-job training as the ideal training scenario. However, the subject of LIS 
course offerings is also beyond the scope of this project, as enacting curricular change on 
an administrative level happens on a larger and longer time scale than would be feasible 
to undertake during my two years at SILS (for example, I have served on the Master’s 
Committee for the past year and have seen the amount of work and timelines involved in 
proposing that kind of curricular revision, and won’t be present for the logistics of its 
implementation). As such, tackling this issue with an on-the-job training guide proved to 
be a more reasonable angle, within the time-limited framework that I had. 
 
Stakeholders 
As evident by the coverage in prior sections, the primary institutional stakeholder 
for this project is the R.B. House Undergraduate Library, specifically the research and 
instruction services team that is headed by the undergraduate teaching and learning 
librarian, Dayna Durbin. As my direct work supervisor, Dayna was also my main project 
partner, who I consulted with throughout the development and implementation phases of 
the project, and who provided feedback and ideas for future directions.  
On a larger scale, the broader University Libraries academic library system at 
UNC-Chapel Hill would be a target stakeholder, specifically the research and instruction 
services (R&IS) department, currently headed by Jacqueline Solis at Davis Library. 
Being housed at the university’s main campus library, Davis’s R&IS department is 




the remainder of the campus branch libraries), as information literacy 
instruction for undergraduates is still the primary point of focus, though typically with 
some level of subject or disciplinary specialization, and with a broader range of class-
level student audience (Davis Library Research & Instructional Services, n.d.). Other 
campus branch libraries have their own localized instruction departments with varying 
departmental goals and focus areas, such as Wilson Library’s archives and special 
collections, which introduces a focus further afield from the UL’s – “primary source-
based learning for students and community members” (Wilson Library Teaching with 
Special Collections, n.d., para. 1). 
To the extent that UNC-Chapel Hill, as the state’s flagship university, serves as a 
model for other institutions in the state and region, and University Libraries serves as the 
model for other campus library systems, other academic library instruction programs in 
North Carolina and beyond could become indirect stakeholders if the project manages to 
gain a wider audience through community outreach and professional development 
opportunities. There is a robustly active instruction community of practice within the 
state by way of the North Carolina Library Instruction Network (NCLINe) that hosts 
alternating monthly events (hangouts and share-outs), and some interest has already been 
generated via word of mouth, coupled with a concurrent poster presentation on inclusive 
teaching being featured at The Innovative Library Classroom Conference. The project 
site includes UNC-specific resources when applicable, but the foundational material 
(philosophy of inclusive teaching, coverage of learning theories, critical pedagogy, 
instructional design and lesson planning) is readily accessible to a wide variety of 








In this section I examine the information needs, information-seeking behaviors, 
and affective states of undergraduate first-year university students in order to understand 
how library and information(-seeking) anxiety and other negative affective states inhibit 
cognitive success and learning. I then explore how these inhibiting factors can have more 
significant, lasting consequences for students who belong to identity groups that have 
been historically marginalized by institutional structures, policies, and practices that don’t 
cater to their needs. Intersectionality of multiple marginalizing identities (multiple 
jeopardy) is explicitly acknowledged. I then place the needs of these students within the 
instructional context of the library classroom, exploring how principles of universal 
design, learner-centered pedagogy, and critical frameworks such as a feminist “ethics of 
care” can be strategically applied on a programmatic level to help ameliorate such 
anxieties.  
In evaluating an inclusive library instruction model as the proposed solution, I 
cover issues in academic librarianship surrounding a lack of LIS curricular emphasis on 
instruction, standards and proficiencies necessary for such educational trainings, and 
several models for on-the-job teacher trainings to fill the gap left by graduating 





The first formal occurrence of “library anxiety” as a recognized term came in 
1986 in Constance Mellon’s seminal text, “Library Anxiety: A Grounded Theory and Its 
Development.” While the phenomenon of library anxiety surely existed prior to Mellon’s  
study, this was the first time that someone had put a name to it and published a 
formalized study on the matter. Mellon described the negative emotions (fear, confusion, 
uncertainty, incompetence, shame, inadequacy, etc.) that students reported feeling 
surrounding use of the library, in particular the research process. The next major 
development in studying the phenomenon came in 1992, when Sharon Bostick introduced 
her library anxiety scale in an attempt to make the phenomenon more quantifiable. While 
the scale has gone through multiple iterations of updates since, there were originally five 
dimensions: barriers with staff, affective barriers, comfort with the library, knowledge of 
the library, and mechanical barriers (Bostick, 1992). Later attempts to measure and 
qualify library and information-seeking anxiety, or to bring older scales up-to-date, 
demonstrate the continued relevance of the phenomenon (Anwar, Al-Qallaf, Al-Kandari, 
& Al-Ansari, 2012; Erfanmanesh, Abrizah, & Karim, 2017; Van Kampen, 2004).  
The affective domain saw particular resonance in Jiao & Onwuegbuzie’s (1996) 
corpus of literature on the phenomenon, as they defined library anxiety as “an 
uncomfortable feeling or emotional disposition, experienced in a library setting, which 
has cognitive, affective, physiological, and behavioral ramifications. It is characterized by 
ruminations, tension, fear, feelings of uncertainty and helplessness, negative self-
defeating thoughts, and mental disorganization” (p.152 – all emphasis mine). They also 




that is inherent to the individual; it has a true environmental/situational 
component. As Jiao & Onwuegbuzie have later come to dominate work in the realm of 
library anxiety, this working definition holds significant weight, especially in its 
particular emphasis on the affective domain, which other scholars have theorized and 
expanded upon (Bawden & Robinson, 2008; Blundell & Lambert, 2014; Jiao & 
Onwuegbuzie, 1997; Naveed, 2017; Onwuegbuzie, Jiao, & Bostick, 2004; Shelmerdine, 
2018). 
 
The Affective Domain in LIS  
This affective component is, in fact, almost universal across the literature, as 
library visits and information-seeking events are described as inciting emotions ranging 
from uncertainty, anxiety, confusion, frustration, discomfort, stress, fear, insecurity, and 
apprehension. While all of these emotions may have slightly different connotations, they 
all more or less get at the same general phenomenon. In Dempsey and Jagman’s (2016) 
study alone, they found that nearly all students described this type of emotional response 
to information-seeking events. The specific terms that students used most commonly 
were overtly affective in nature and “dominated by confused, excited, and surprised” 
(p.94), ranging from “dependence—to fear—to wanting to avoid embarrassment” (p.98).  
While the presence of these types of emotion is undesirable in its own right, their 
negative effects extend further into the cognitive realm.  
In Kuhlthau’s (1988) Information Search Process model (ISP), the different stages 
of a user’s search process are mapped out in three dimensions- the affective, cognitive, 




demonstrate the interplay amongst them and how affective difficulties inhibit 
cognitive work, as well as map out possible zones of intervention, or the times during 
which a helpful intervention has the highest potential for positive impact (Kuhlthau, 
1994). Yorks & Kasl (2002) take it a step further and propose that affect is, in fact, the 
foundation of all other ways of knowing; thus, rather than having interplay amongst the 
domain, the cognitive and physical domains actually rely upon the affective one as their 
principle source of grounding. This applies even more so to diverse learning 
environments: “Posited on what we describe as the paradox of diversity, we argue that 
there is a direct relationship between the degree of diversity among learners and the need 
to create whole-person learning strategies that fully engage learners affectively" (Yorks 
& Kasl, 2002).  
Nahl (2005) builds on this concept through affective load theory, where feelings 
of uncertainty (defined to include “combined degrees of irritation, frustration, anxiety, 
and rage”) and time pressure combine to form a higher affective load (p. 41). Affective 
behavior has a "managerial or directive function" over cognitive behavior, so the higher 
the affective load, the more it negatively impacts the user’s cognitive strategies (Nahl, 
2005). With these affective states being deleterious to students’ well-being all on their 
own, the additional degradation of their cognitive states can be overwhelming.  
While avoiding negative experiences may be a universally relatable human 
inclination, library and information-seeking (IS) anxiety has other concrete ramifications 
for students suffering from it. Of all the possible influences on information-seeking 
activities like we see in the library, anxiety was found to be the single most consequential 




1980; Dervin, 1999; and Kuhlthau, 1991). Blundell & Lambert (2014) found 
that library and IS-anxiety is “deleterious to information-seeking” outcomes, where 
students are most likely to end their (re)search activities prematurely with either minimal 
and/or poor results, or abandon them entirely (p. 261). Beyond any one individual 
scenario, library anxiety limits student success both short- and long-term.  
Naveed (2017) explores the implications that high anxiety states have for 
students’ “information seeking self-efficacy and academic performance” (p.272). These 
types of negative experiences can lead students to avoid the “trigger” 
(library/information-seeking) entirely. Compounded over time, this can lead to academic 
procrastination or even failure, and thus, lowers overall academic achievement. 
Ultimately, academic achievement and retention are negatively impacted (Means & Pyne, 
2017). 
 
Susceptibility of First-Year Students 
While these hurdles in the information-seeking process can be significant for any 
student, definitive triggers and susceptibility factors are hard to assert. However, Mellon 
found in her seminal 1986 study that first-year students experience statistically 
significantly higher levels of library anxiety relative to more senior students. By 
examining the information-seeking needs and behaviors of first-year students, studies 
have revealed that these individuals experience higher levels of vulnerability than their 
more senior peers (Dempsey & Jagman, 2016; Library Journal & Credo Reference, 2017; 
Van Scoyoc, 2003). Beginning their first year of university finds them in a liminal, 




Jagman, 2016). In a new environment for the first time away from their parents, 
first-year students go through an acclimatization process while simultaneously being 
required to immediately engage in academic life. Pervasive feelings of not yet belonging 
are common.  
 
Sense of Belonging and Institutional Failures 
While feelings of uncertainty and “not belonging” are fairly ubiquitous amongst 
first-year students, these affective states are often heighted for students who belong to 
identity groups that have been historically marginalized by institutional structures, 
policies, and practices that don’t cater to their needs. While students that institutions 
consider more “traditional” may go through a transition phase of feeling like they don’t 
belong simply due to the stress of a change in environment, students who are 
marginalized by those same institutions are at risk of continuing to feel like outsiders 
because higher education has historically framed their unique backgrounds and 
characteristics as flaws, shortcomings, or deficiencies. (Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, 
Pascarella, & Nora, 1996)  
In order to feel like part of the community, they must have a feeling of 
“belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared 
faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together” 
(McMillan, 1976, as cited in McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p.9). Strayhorn (2018) modeled 
college students’ sense of belonging as being founded on more than just physiological 
needs – they also needed to experience safety and security, as well as love and 




confidence), and self-actualization, without which students could not reach 
their fullest potential, or achieve their educational missions (or learning outcomes) (p. 
41). Kahu (2013) agreed with the core influence of these affective elements (enthusiasm, 
interest, and belonging) in their conceptual framework of student engagement, 
specifically placing teaching staff and their relationships with students (psychosocial 
influences) as antecedents of said engagement (p. 766).  
Considering those models of community, belonging, and engagement, we have 
more clarity on how the absence of community, or the lack of a sense of belonging, can 
infringe on student success in a significant, detrimental way. While I doubt that 
individual instructors ever have the intention of excluding students in the way that they 
structure classroom environments, traditional teaching pedagogies (ones that are not 
explicitly critical or inclusive) stand to do just that – exclude, or “other” certain groups of 
students. This experience of being “othered” can have significant, lasting consequences 
for those students and their educational outcomes, compounded by the fact that higher 
education is almost never the only realm in which they are systematically “othered” 
(Saunders & Wong, 2020). Because most institutions focus on whether students are 
“college ready” (forcing students to conform to oppressive, marginalizing institutional 
standards) rather than whether or not colleges are “student ready,” many of these students 
are placed at a disadvantage by the systems of higher education that fail to implement 
“policies, processes, and practices to improve services and reduce barriers to success” 
(Arch & Gilman, 2019; Whitley, Benson, & Wesaw, 2018). Purkey & Novak (2015) 
assert that students’ academic potential can only be realized in the presence of “places, 




people who are intentionally inviting with themselves and others, personally 
and professionally” (para. 3, all emphasis mine).  
This extends into the academic library environment inasmuch as libraries are 
extensions of the institutions that they serve; in the absence of student-first, assets-based 
policies and practices, academic libraries stand to view non-traditional students with the 
same historically damaging lens that higher education does, more broadly. Learning and 
other information-seeking activities don’t happen in a vacuum; the social dimensions and 
identities of the learner inform their experience. Digging into why certain demographics 
predispose students to higher levels of anxiety can be difficult. Means & Pyne (2017) 
drew conclusions that circled back around to feelings of belonging: “Social identities and 
their systemic oppression, such as classism, racism, and the intersectionality of these 
forms of oppression…shape students’ sense of belonging in higher education” (p. 909). 
So long as institutions focus on what these groups of students lack, rather than 
how they can better support those students, it’s likely that large swaths of students will 
continue to experience feelings of not belonging. Kahu (2013), who studied the 
psychological component of student engagement, showed that the feeling of not 
belonging prevents students from engaging meaningfully in student and academic life, 
which can lead to a self-fulfilling prophecy. If all students aren’t equally able to fully, 
meaningfully engage in all components of campus life, then feelings of not belonging 
will persist, and the feedback loop continues. The necessity of an intervention or solution 







Proposed Solutions: Critical Pedagogy & Inclusive Teaching 
Project Goal 1 – Better Support Learners in the Library Classroom 
Opportunities to address library and information-seeking anxiety already exist 
within academic libraries; information literacy-focused one-shot instruction sessions are 
widespread and already oriented toward first-year students. These touch-points provide 
the infrastructure to reach a large swath of student communities and identity-groups, 
including ones for whom structural oppression and marginalization create inequities in 
educational outcomes. However, because of how limited interactions typically are 
between library personnel and students in these one-shot sessions, it’s imperative to stress 
the importance of providing a positive experience to make the most of the session 
(Borrelli, Su, Selden, & Munip, 2019). The ACRL Framework for Information Literacy 
(2015) emphasizes in its dispositions that effective programs must “address the affective, 
attitudinal, or valuing dimension of learning” (Introduction para. 2). Digesting concepts 
of information literacy effectively requires affective engagement, but luckily, 
“engagement as a psychological process is considered to be malleable,” meaning that it 
can be influenced by outside interventions (Kahu, 2013, p. 762-3). Means & Pyne (2017) 
agreed, citing Strayhorn’s (2018) assertion that sense of belonging (which contributes 
inversely to anxiety) is dynamic and able to be influenced- for better or worse.  
Despite this framework, it isn’t clear that existing one-shot library instruction 
incorporates enough of that focus, choosing instead to prioritize the cognitive and 
behavioral dimensions of instruction. This is where critical pedagogies and inclusive 




teaching methods that leave certain students behind. By choosing to cultivate a 
warm, positive classroom climate, employing learner-centered pedagogy, practicing 
culturally-responsive teaching methods, and encouraging student agency and investment 
through active learning and engagement strategies, instruction librarians can dramatically 
affect student outcomes for all learners for the better.  
The idea that students may need more than just rote content-based instructional 
support in lecture form isn't necessarily new, but widespread adoption of inclusive 
teaching practices hasn't necessarily been standard practice even in today's library 
classroom (or across higher education, more broadly). The hesitance to adopt a more 
humanistic approach to teaching may stem from a lack of understanding of what that 
looks like in practice, coupled with the longstanding tradition of lecture-based teaching. 
However, there are a number of models that break down the concepts behind humanized 
teaching practices, out of which we can draw strategies for implementation. We can look 
back to the “Sense of Belonging and Institutional Failures” related work section for an 
overview of these conceptual frameworks and models: sense of community (McMillan 
1976 as cited by McMillan & Chavis, 1986), sense of belonging (Strayhorn, 2018), 
student engagement (Kahu, 2013), invitational theory (Purkey & Novak, 2015), service 
frameworks for first-generation students (Arch & Gilman, 2019), intersectionality and 
use of asset-based lens (Whitley, Benson, & Wesaw, 2018), and critical pedagogies for 
challenging biases and creating inclusive classrooms (Saunders & Wong, 2020). While 
those sources span the disciplinary range from educational psychology to higher 




been pointing to solutions rooted in critical pedagogies and inclusive teaching 
for quite some time.   
Mellon introduced the more specific imperative that library instruction seminars 
feature an affective, warmth-based component all the way back in 1986. She emphasized 
that library anxiety should be recognized as legitimate in order to properly address its 
root causes and develop effective solutions. Nahl (2005) demonstrated that positive 
affective states decrease library anxiety, increase resilience and a student’s ability to 
manage cognitive loads. Kwon (2008) mentioned a “holistic approach to teaching 
information literacy that incorporates cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects of 
learning” (p. 129). Since one-shot library instruction classes already necessarily address 
cognition and behavior, affect is the weak link. Yet, the literature is already clear on the 
impact that affect-oriented interactions can have within libraries. Dempsey & Jagman 
(2016) set out to prove that even brief, one-shot interactions that prioritized students’ 
feelings could be effective. The data collected from their study showed clear “affective 
gains” that contributed to both information literacy and student engagement (p. 100). 
Muszkiewicz (2017) went as far as to suggest that the affective component may be even 
more important than the informational one, and that the human piece of these interactions 
has the most potential to assuage fears and anxieties in students. Genuine human 
connection is the most effective way to accomplish this; Van Scoyoc demonstrated in 
their 2003 study that while librarian-led bibliographic instruction reduced library anxiety, 
an analogous instruction course that was computer-assisted did not. This method clearly 




reported that they were most comfortable communicating with librarians in-
person rather than through other media like virtual chat or phone.  
Interestingly, even though Mellon suggested this type of human-oriented, 
“warmth-based” intervention as a possible measure to combat library anxiety back in 
1986, a newer paper by Parks (2019) pointed out that no studies have been performed to 
explicitly isolate whether or not the warmth component itself bears weight. Parks 
concluded that while both standard and warmth-based instruction sessions yielded 
decreases in overall levels of library anxiety, there wasn’t a significant difference in the 
reduction between the two, at least when viewing library anxiety as a whole. However, 
she did find that warmth-based instruction was significantly more effective in reducing 
library anxiety that was specifically related to interactions with library workers. In 
addition, the small sample size (60 students) and other obvious limitations (imbalance in 
gender ratio, timing of surveys) bears keeping in mind; a more comprehensive, 
thoroughly randomized, representative sample would be needed to validate these results. 
These studies show that instruction sessions that stress human connection, 
particularly ones with an affective component (whether they be explicitly “warmth” 
based or not), can make a difference in students’ levels of library anxiety. For vulnerable 
populations of students like those undergoing the transition into their first-year in college, 
this has the potential to make a remarkable difference in their comfort levels, use of 
information resources, and overall academic achievement.  
While acknowledging that it will take more than pedagogical interventions 
to overcome the structural problems contributing to student anxiety, we do 
have the option to develop our practice in ways that recognize these 
problems and both resist actively contributing to them and use the time we 





Project Goal 2 – Increase Professional Competencies for Graduates 
While the primary project goal is to enact positive change on the learning 
outcomes of students in the library classroom, that goal cannot be achieved without 
increasing the professional competencies of the graduate student instructors that will go 
on to become future professional instruction librarians. As such, providing the necessary 
academic and professional training for those graduate students is a critical prerequisite to 
achieving project goal one. This could be accomplished by a variety of approaches, 
including strengthening LIS curricular offerings or providing more comprehensive on-
the-job (practicum) training in instruction (either during the MSLS program or after), but 
case studies suggest that a multi-pronged approach might yield the most productive 
cumulative results. As my project focus is on the practicum (on-the-job) component of 
instructional preparation, we’ll start there. 
Tucker (2013) expounded a structured instruction librarian training program that 
occurred at Radford University over the course of a full semester in 2009. As a formal 
training program, the experience included 1) readings on pedagogy, instructional models 
and effective design, 2) observation of mentor teaching followed by de-briefs, gradually 
progressing to 3) co-teaching, with eventually, 4) teaching on one’s own with mentor 
observation and feedback. The first stage of this structured training program is the one 
that this project guide is meant to most closely emulate, as the readings require a great 
deal of initial, upfront work through thoughtful, intentional curation and periodic review 
and revision. Tucker’s curriculum included “an extensive reading list of books and 
articles that focused on pedagogy…an overview of instructional models and effective 




method…to understand why we teach the way we do” (p. 14). Much like the 
current training model of UNC’s Undergraduate Library (UL) research & instruction 
services (R&IS) team, their training group met with their instruction supervisor each 
week for discussion and debrief. As such, this appeared to be a wholly complementary 
model for what the UL’s R&IS team could expand its existing training framework to 
include in a more comprehensive fashion. Some suggestions from Tucker based on their 
experience in the training program included: 
• Have the training be flexible, tailored to each individual learner, and self-
paced 
• Ensure that reading materials explain why a trainee should want to teach a 
certain way (rather than simply telling them how you want them to teach) 
• Encourage observation and reflection 
• Allow trainees to develop their own teaching style 
• Allow trainees to dictate when they’re ready to teach on their own on 
their own self-determined timeline 
• Allow trainees to test new technology and learning activities 
• Within the bounds of meeting programmatic teaching and learning 
objectives, “don’t stifle a new librarian’s creativity” (p. 14) 
In many ways, the inclusive teaching guide that resulted from this project approach 
already featured many of these components based on initial stakeholder problem 
statements, my own conceptualization of the needs of my graduate student cohort, and 
how I personally envisioned the guide from the best practices I cultivated in my 
coursework in INLS 783 at SILS (Library Instruction & Pedagogy). In coming across the 
Tucker article, I was pleased that so much of the literature confirmed my early instincts 
and approaches, and used it as both confirmation in moving forward and as justification 
for slight tinkering with the content materials along the way.  
 While I already concluded in the “Problem Scope” section that on-the-job training 




the other end of the coursework-practicum spectrum lies a wealth of scholarly 
literature on the benefits of increased curricular preparation during the MSLS program. 
As such, a brief review of suggested interventions is as follows.  
In evaluating approaches that focused on augmenting the LIS curriculum at 
MSLS programs, a variety of strategies were found. Cooke & Hensley (2013) suggested 
going beyond a basic level survey instruction course to offer an advanced, in-depth level 
pedagogical course focusing on instruction within the specific learning context that the 
student would be teaching in.  
Strengthening curricular offerings in this area increases the quality of 
graduates and meets the ever-present need of library and information 
organizations to have capable teachers on staff. Such regularly offered 
classes are a boon to LIS curricula and can be augmented with 
independent studies, instruction practica, and other apprenticeship-like 
experiences. Teaching future librarians to teach is an ongoing and multi-
step process that should be encouraged (p. 8). 
 
Some suggested interventions took their approach further still in offering a full 
graduate teaching certificate to complement the MSLS degree, as Stoffle, Pagowsky & 
Mery (2020) warranted at the University of Arizona. In order to receive approval for the 
introduction of a graduate certificate by the Graduate College, their department was 
required to document the job demand for such a program and were able to do so 
successfully. They strategically reviewed both the scholarly literature to document a 
growing demand for librarians with teaching skills (as I have similarly done with this 
paper), as well as combed the profession’s job ads for librarians at the time of their 
application to the Graduate College and documented the high percentage of positions that 




Having explored solutions from the standpoint of both practicum (on-
the-job) trainings and LIS curricular shifts, it would be negligent to omit the cross-section 
of literature that so clearly identifies that a combination of preparatory strategies is the 
ideal solution. Meulemans & Brown demonstrated this quite thoroughly back in 2001 via 
a case study approach- the desirability of the combination stems from students’ 
immediate ability to apply the conceptual frameworks learned in class to the practical 
environment of their workplace (p. 262). Their lesson plans perfectly aligned with 
principles of universal design that I utilized in the development of this project’s inclusive 
teaching guide: “articulation of objectives, identification of the information literacy 
standards…and always a means of effectively assessing what students have learned” (p. 
261-262). The development of instructional materials was a core competency gained, and 
a process-oriented proficiency that centered skill acquisition and deep structural learning.  
After reviewing the practicum-oriented solutions, the LIS curricular-oriented 
ones, and the combination solutions, it’s clear that, were I able to wave a magic wand and 
create a solution out of the context of realistic, practical limitations, a combination 
approach would be most favorable to achieving the two project goals set out within this 
paper. However, without the administrative power or influence necessary to enact 
institutional change over the LIS program at SILS (at least within the time-limited frame 
of my master’s program), the existing scope of focus on the graduate research and 
instruction (R&IS) assistantship at the Undergraduate Library remains the most 
productive, impactful avenue for reaching the broadest group of graduate students. Given 
the positionality of the UL’s undergraduate teaching and learning librarian (this project’s 




instruction, coupled with her consulting role in informing and educating 
instructional approaches across other R&IS departments, there is substantiated hope 
(even, expectation) for a trickle-out effect for this project’s overarching impact. The 
stakeholder’s positive feedback, contained in the “Project Development & Evaluation” 











Project Development & Evaluation 
After my original research paper proposal fell through due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, I began looking for ways to repurpose the preparatory work that I had 
completed surrounding inclusive instruction interventions targeting the needs of first-
generation college students in the library classroom. As I was already working at the 
Undergraduate Library as a graduate research and instruction assistant (RA) teaching 
one-shot information literacy sessions for first-year students (the learning environment in 
which I had originally planned to launch my research study), it made sense to first 
consider the departmental needs of my workplace and the previously expressed “pain 
points” of training new RAs on instruction proficiencies. I considered my own personal 
point of review as an RA experiencing the instruction training as a latecomer to the 
cohort, my fellow RAs’ experiences as individuals who were part of the initial hiring 
group who went through pre-semester onboarding, and my direct supervisor’s point of 
review as our teaching and learning librarian, the individual charged with providing the 
training (and this project’s primary stakeholder).  
I combined these experiences and point of views with the representations of issues 
and solutions from the literature as previously summarized, and went through a 
significant amount of reflection, scaling, adaptation, pivoting, re-review of the literature, 





Project Package Samples 
All of the following screenshots are by the author. Figure numbers and descriptions will 
be listed beneath their associated images, and website URL link formats are as follows: 
Link #. Page Name (MenuLink# Name): <link URL here>  
 
Link 1. Home Page: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/  
 
 
Figure 1. Screenshot of Header. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 1.  
 
 
Figure 2. Screenshot of Navigation Menu. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 1.  
 
 






Figure 4. Screenshot of Footer. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 1.  
 







Figure 5. Screenshot of ‘This Project’ Page, ‘About this Project’ Section. Retrieved 






Figure 6. Screenshot of ‘This Project’ Page, ‘About the Paper’ Section. Retrieved 







Figure 7. Screenshot of ‘This Project’ Page, ‘Contents of this Project’ Section. 
Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 2.  
 










Figure 9. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Theoretical Foundations’ Intro Section. 






Figure 10. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Learning Theories – Constructivism’ 





Figure 11. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Learning Theories – Transformative 
Learning’ Section. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 3.  
 
 
Figure 12. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Learning Theories – Critical Theories’ 





Figure 13. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Learning Theories – Critical Pedagogy’ 





Figure 14. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Ethics of Care’ Section. Retrieved April 






Figure 15. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Sense of Community’ Section. 






Figure 16. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Sense of Belonging’ & ‘Student 






Figure 17. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Invitational Theory’ Section. Retrieved 
April 27, 2021 from Link 3.  
 
 
Figure 18. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Best Practices’ Intro Section. Retrieved 











Figure 19. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Affective Best Practices’ Section. 












Figure 20. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Learner-Centered Pedagogy Best 











Figure 21. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Critical Reflection Best Practices’ 






Figure 22. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Additional Inclusive Teaching 
Resources’ Section. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 3.  
 
 
Figure 23. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Additional Inclusive Teaching 






Figure 24. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Author Note – Reckoning Initiative’ 
Section. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 3.  
 
 
Figure 25. Screenshot of ‘Philosophy’ Page, ‘Additional Author Works’ Section. 









Figure 26. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page Title. Retrieved April 27, 2021 from Link 4.  
 
 





Figure 28. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Community Analysis’ Intro Section. 






Figure 29. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘When to Perform a Community 











Figure 30. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Components of a Community Analysis’ 






Figure 31. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Considering Other Situational Factors – 







Figure 32. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Considering Other Situational Factors – 








Figure 33. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Resources’ Section. Retrieved April 27, 
2021 from Link 4.  
 
 
Figure 34. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Instructional Design’ Intro Section. 






Figure 35. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Backward Design’ Section. Retrieved 






Note on Figure 35: The section on backward design is still in-progress (as 
designated by the “Page Currently in Progress” marker at the top of the Philosophy 
page), and the uneven spacing on the subsections beneath the diagram pictured is an 
artifact of the scrolling screenshot feature used to capture the images, not a reflection of 
the site layout itself. Similarly, Figure 36 (below) includes the basic definition and 
premises of universal design, but has significant room for expansion of content and 






Figure 36. Screenshot of ‘Planning’ Page, ‘Universal Design’ Section. Retrieved April 






Link 5. Lessons: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/lessons  
Link 6. Tech Tools: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/tech-tools  
Link 7. Assessment: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/assessment  
*Note on Links 5-7: I have all of these mostly laid out in outline/sectioned form 
currently, but since they are outside the scope of the mindset/process-oriented work that 
I’ve focused on for the master’s project deliverable, these fall under “future 
work/extensions of this project.” Since the full site is already live, I’ve indicated that 
these pages are under construction at the top of each with the designation “Page 
Currently in Progress.” 
 
Link 8. More Resources: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/resources 
This page will be an amalgamated list of all the sub-section/sub-page resources that are 
linked or referred to everywhere else, in one consolidated location. 
 
Link 9. References: https://www.inclusivelibraryinstruction.com/references  
This is a copy of the full citation list from this master’s paper/lit review/related work, for 
reference, on the site (screenshot not included for concision, as the full reference list is 
already contained in this document).  
 






Feedback from Stakeholders  
The primary stakeholder for this project was my direct supervisor at the 
Undergraduate Library (UL), Dayna Durbin, whose title is the Undergraduate Teaching 
& Learning Librarian. As such, she provided the bulk of this project’s formal feedback. 
While Dayna supervises and manages the library instruction program at the UL, she also 
onboards and shares material, lessons, techniques, and strategies with subject area liaison 
librarians (mainly housed at Davis Library) who do some instruction as a component of 
their position, but who don’t necessarily have formal teaching training. Until we sat down 
to discuss this project, I didn’t initially realize the full scope of her position beyond what 
she does within the Undergraduate Library, including this consulting role that she serves 
for the larger University Libraries system. 
In soliciting feedback, I did explicitly ask her to consider any possible broader 
impact (“funnel” out) of this project that she could envision. While the UL was the direct 
intended environment for launching this instructional guide initially, the larger University 
Libraries system was always situated in the back of my mind, with its heavily siloed 
branch libraries that lack consistent, across-the-board training for graduate student 
instruction. Beyond that, the School of Information and Library Science serves as a 
sister-institution to University Libraries (which has just the single elective offering for 
library instruction & pedagogy that’s competitive to enroll in), which is also experiencing 
budget cuts. Even more broadly, I asked her to consider graduating professional students 
into the greater field of academic librarianship – what happens when they have little to no 




look over the (mostly) completed project site, we met virtually to debrief on her 
initial thoughts, after which she provided the following written feedback: 
 “The Inclusive Library Instruction: Embedding Equity into 
Information Literacy guide will be a valuable set of resources for our 
library instruction program at the R.B. House Undergraduate Library. In 
fact, I envision this set of resources being very useful for any academic 
library that provides information literacy instruction, or any library staff 
member who provides workshops or other trainings.  
The primary impact of the project at the Undergraduate Library 
(UL) will be as a training and onboarding guide. Our library branch 
typically hires several graduate assistants each fall, and I train the students 
throughout their first two semesters with us so they can provide library 
instruction in support of the First Year Writing Program. Due to staffing 
changes, the UL’s Research and Instructional Services (RIS) department 
was short-staffed prior to the pandemic. Prior to 2019, onboarding new 
grad assistants was a shared responsibility among the two full-time 
librarians in the RIS department and a subject specialist librarian at Davis 
Library. Since May 2019, I have been the sole librarian in my department 
and now provide all the needed student training. Our staffing budget for 
graduate assistants in the 2021-2022 academic year is likely to be 
impacted by covid-19, which will only exacerbate existing concerns about 
staffing and onboarding of those students we are able to hire. Guides such 
as this one have been invaluable as I work to develop weekly training 
modules for graduate assistants. Having an already-curated collection of 
evidence-based resources and activities is extremely beneficial when my 
own time as a supervisor is stretched thin.  
An additional feature of the project that makes it even more useful 
is its flexibility and adaptability. I can assign readings from the guide to 
students in their first weeks and months working at the UL, and know that 
they’ve acquired a foundational understanding of inclusive pedagogy. I 
also occasionally hire students mid-year, and as a supervisor, it’s my 
responsibility to make sure they don’t feel left behind or that they’ve 
missed out on crucial information. The fact that this is a self-paced guide 
will be ideal for such situations; mid-year hires can be easily caught up 
with the rest of the team by working through the guide.  
The final feature I find appealing about the project is the potential 
for time-saving during our weekly team meetings. It can be difficult to 
find an hour, or even 30 minutes, where the entire team is available to 
attend trainings, and I try to cover as much information as possible during 
that short time together. I can certainly envision using this project in a 
flipped-classroom model, in which graduate assistants read through the 
resources and texts prior to our team meetings. Our team is then able to 
spend our time together digging more deeply into the core values of 





I was enthusiastic after hearing some of the high points from her feedback that 
featured prominently in our verbal discussion because of how well they resonated with 
what I personally felt were the strengths of the guide’s content and format/modality, 
which I had not previously expressed and had, in fact, been careful not to “lead” with or 
influence her to consider. This reinforced that my interpretation of her initial expression 
of the existing training program’s pain points was accurate, and that the proposed 
solutions were well tailored to solving those issues. These included the desire for an 
asynchronous/self-paced option, as opposed to the synchronous, weekly team meeting 
style model that she had been conducting with our current and previous cohorts of RAs. 
Downsides of the current model included the rigidity and lack of flexibility inherent in 
having synchronous, time intensive meetings, and the lack of consistency it leaves across 
the board for a range of scenarios (people who are out sick, have scheduling conflicts, are 
hired later in the semester, fill in from outside of our department, etc.).  
One benefit that I saw when comparing this guide to others that I considered when 
evaluating various formats and modalities for the design portion of the project was in 
developing as universal a guide as possible that wasn’t overtly institutionally branded. 
Many, if not most, of the other online inclusive instruction guides/toolkits/resources that I 
found were incredibly specific to the institutional contexts in which they were created, 
limiting their usefulness outside of that context. Because I was attempting to address an 
issue that spanned library science programs and academic libraries as evidenced in the 
literature review, I wanted to cover foundational principles and instructional proficiencies 




conducting community analyses, etc. In this way, the guide is transferable and 
remains applicable and useful across contexts.  
Another common feature of other toolkits and libguides was the bibliography-
style format. Some were barely annotated, while others didn’t even indicate in their link 
descriptions what to expect from the resources that they were linking (not to mention the 
rash of broken-link resources that were not maintained after their initial creation). My 
desire with this instructional guide was that it not be merely a list of links or resources, or 
a barely annotated bibliography, but rather that it be a fully fleshed out work of its own 
with substantive content that could be used on its own merits. I found in many cases that 
resource lists became a “rabbit hole” of listed links, which then, in turn, linked out to 
other lists of links – which could make it difficult to get to the “meat” of things. My goal 
was to consolidate a lot of information all in one place, conveniently packaged and 
presented for the audience. 
With that being said, while this instructional guide isn’t overly stripped down 
(like a simple annotated bibliography or checklist), it simultaneously isn’t a full textbook 
or dissertation– it’s a sort of “middle ground” resource that’s not overly academic or 
technical in nature, but still contends with advanced ideas and theories in a digestible 
way. I carefully considered what the appropriate tone, scope, depth, and writing level for 
the intended audience would be, and intend (with more time and resources in a future 
professional position) to continue developing this resource guide by gathering additional 





Reflection, Analysis of Possible Implementation & Use  
My original conceptualization of the final deliverable was much closer to a 
definitive, prescriptivist, product-oriented, plug-and-play set of lesson plans than the 
process-oriented guide that I ended up with. My initial vision was more similar to the 
instruction team’s existing website resources, which include exact, step-by-step lessons, 
down to the presentation slides themselves to use, which are prepackaged, and ready to 
go. In my mind’s eye, my product would be like that, but with a more overt, explicit 
focus on equity and inclusion. In the process of reviewing the actual content in order to 
assemble the deliverable, however, I found myself turning away from concretized lesson 
plans, which had been my original intention. The more I looked through the literature, 
found other academic libraries’ instruction sites, and inclusive teaching “toolkits,” the 
more I found that it would be impossible to put together a toolkit that is both 1) general 
enough to be applicable to a broad swath of academic library instruction programs, and 2) 
specific and tailored enough to be “ready to launch” for UNC’s Undergraduate Library, 
individually. Furthermore, when considering the changing context of instruction at the 
Undergraduate Library and at UNC-CH even in the past year during the COVID-19 
pandemic, I realized that even accomplishing #2 would be difficult, because lesson plans 
created pre-pandemic already didn’t translate online because digital pedagogical 
principles dictated that instructors shouldn’t just take physical lesson plans and try to 
make them fit into the online environment. My own work in crafting information literacy 
instruction plans for the remote library classroom during Spring-Summer-Fall 2020 




Rather than proceed with the original project plan of crafting exact, 
ready-to-launch lesson plans (with exact scripts, write-ups, hand-outs, and slides in a 
“plug and play” format), I decided to prioritize and highlight the process, mindset, and 
approaches that instructors should be utilizing rather than the products and deliverables. 
Really, that is what the universal design, backward design, equitable design, and all of the 
related models and processes highlight and focus on to begin with – and that’s why I had 
been running into a wall when I tried to hold myself to my original project plan (which I 
did, for longer than I should have). The more I read and the more research I did, the more 
I realized that process is the point. Inclusive pedagogy is not providing the exact 
solutions to instructors, even novice ones, but guiding them through developing the skills 
and aptitudes for themselves. It’s a train-the-trainer approach, a framework for teaching 
that can’t be deposited a la the banking model, but rather has to be gained experientially 
(which is the perfect example and reinforcement for why students in the library 
classroom need hands-on, engaging, active learning opportunities – the information 
literacy instructor learns the same way their students do!).  
So, while I was getting caught up in the process of trying to find THE perfect 
activity, lesson plan template, case study format, what I was really running into was the 
applied reality of the very concepts that I was trying to expound- that lesson planning 
can’t be removed from the context of the learning environment, that there is no 
universally appropriate pre-packaged scripted content (even within the scope of a single 
university and its instruction program, there is too much variation in instructors, students, 
departments, assignments, etc.), and that one’s time is better spent equipping instructors 




themselves. There’s a reason why my early outlines included sections that 
looked like “mindset, classroom environment, (general/broad) best practices, affective 
considerations” and other similar categories, rather than “jigsaw, case study, fishbowl” 
and such. The specific applications are just the means to accomplishing the learning 
objectives, and cannot be divorced from the bigger picture. However, the values and 
principles of universal design, inclusive teaching, equitable practices, and the 
development of a mindset that prioritizes them, should remain consistent and durable 
across contexts and specifics circumstances, and that is the bigger takeaway and the 
ultimate goal of this project. 
After all, even in the related work that identified instructional proficiency as a 
major professional gap in academic librarians entering the workforce, the kinds of 
instruction skills that they lacked were particularly telling. “The category [of 
proficiencies for instruction librarians] that ranked the highest overall in importance was 
Planning Skills… The four categories that followed Planning Skills in order of 
importance were Instructional Design Skills, Information Literacy Integration Skills, 
Presentation Skills, and Teaching Skills. Each of these categories is specifically relevant 
to library instruction” (Westbrock & Fabian, 2010, p.587).  
Additionally, the structure and format of information literacy instruction in the 
stakeholder environment is highly fluid and uncertain at the moment. After the transition 
to remote instruction over the course of 2020 and the hiring freeze at the university, no 
additional graduate research and instruction assistants (RAs) were hired on for the 2020-
2021 academic year. The Undergraduate Library’s instruction team thus went from a 




single teaching and learning librarian. With additional budget cuts looming, as 
of this writing there were no concrete decisions made yet as to hiring RAs for the 2021-
2022 academic year, which means that no plans could be made for adjustments in 
instruction load, format, or frequency. It would not be feasible for the only full-time 
teaching librarian to continue with the teaching load on their own, and so a full 
programmatic/curricular revision wouldn’t be in the stakeholder’s best interests if 
funding and staffing limitations are the primary concern in the following academic 
year(s). Rather, an inclusive library instruction toolkit that contains enduring, more 
universal resources and tools would be preferable as they would be more easily adaptable 
to alternative teaching models (continuing virtual formats, asynchronous recorded video 
lectures, online learning objects/modules, etc.) and lends itself more readily to knowledge 
transfer when there is no overlap between matriculating classes of research assistants.  
And as for those instruction team site resources that I was so set on emulating, but 
“better,” somehow? As an unanticipated side benefit of going through all those resources 
with a fine toothed comb, I ended up finding broken links (external as well as internal for 
resource sheets, lesson plan templates, etc.) and outdated material on our instruction team 
site, so by the time I was finished with my own project/toolkit, the other resources that I 
hadn’t actually “touched” were up to date as well as a simple byproduct of my 
investigative process. 
 
Discussion of Limitations 
With regard to feedback from potential stakeholders – the amount of time and 




planning for input (in the earlier stages of the project plan) and evaluation and 
feedback (in the later stages of the project plan). Going into the 2020-2021 academic 
year, budget cuts and hiring freezes, particularly for graduate student workers in the 
libraries, meant that full time library workers were working with less support than in 
previous years, having to navigate a new remote environment, a constantly changing 
model for research and instruction support as the university went through multiple stages 
of change (especially in early Fall 2020 with COVID cluster outbreaks), and thus the 
opportunity for a more robust information gathering stage wasn’t feasible. Informational 
interviews were harder to come by, especially at the higher levels of library 
administration (which I ran into on other projects and field experiences), and when 
feedback was solicited, much of it was honest but either inconclusive or (understandably) 
uncertain about the future. That being said, I may not have been able to capture additional 
stakeholder feedback within the time constraints of my master’s work or MSLS program, 
but by retaining control over the web-hosted guide and entering into the professional 
realm of instructional librarianship after graduation, I will have the time, space, and 
resources to do so as an extension of this project work.  
 
Future Directions and Possible Project Extensions 
I conceptualize future directions and possible project extensions as either falling 
into one of two categories, currently: definitive-planned (in the short- to medium-term) or 
provisional-possible (indefinite to longer-term).  
In the former category, I squarely place fleshing out the remainder of the content 




learning theories, best practices) and Planning page (learning context, 
instructional design, universal design) are the principle process-oriented content areas of 
the instruction guide. However, out of the research process and the materials and 
resources used came suggestions and examples of learning activities, tech tools, 
assessment techniques and strategies, and suggested resources for continued learning that 
will be added as extensions of this master’s project as time allows (the existing 
navigation menu includes links to these pages, which are designated as “in-progress”).  
Still in the former category, but with accommodation needed for the specifics of 
the post-graduate professional position that I find myself in, will be soliciting and 
integrating further feedback on the instruction guide via usability studies. As an 
additional extension, this one is a priority considering the limited amount of feedback I 
was able to garner due to the challenges presented by completing my master’s work 
during the throes of the COVID-19 pandemic. I see additional feedback being a necessary 
precursor to further development of the guide (beyond what is already outlined as being 
planned in the previous paragraph), as such feedback will better inform targeted, 
impactful future directions. This could potentially prevent the investiture of time and 
effort toward content and goals that I might deem personally worthwhile but end of up 
being misaligned with programmatic or institutional priorities at my future place of work.  
In the meantime, I’ve taken some steps to bridge the gap between my time in the 
MSLS program at SILS and my future library career in an attempt to mitigate some of 
inevitable, anticipated delay in progression on this project work that will invariably come 
as a result of any position’s necessary onboarding and training period. The North 




active community of practice with monthly meetings that rotate between 
hangouts and share-outs, which I plan to take advantage of when the network re-convenes 
after summer hiatus. In the meantime, I have registered to participate in a learning square, 
or small peer-support group of fellow instruction librarians, in order to observe, reflect, 
and grow my practice. I am also currently co-presenting a poster at The Innovative 
Library Classroom Conference alongside my supervisor (and primary project 
stakeholder), Dayna Durbin, entitled “Bringing Inclusive and Accessible Teaching 
Strategies to the One-Shot.” Even though the poster was pitched in Fall 2019 for what 
was initially a June 2020 conference (delayed to April 2021 due to COVID-19), the 
persistence of my topical interest in inclusive teaching meant that my master’s project 
work fell in line with the previously developed conference materials, and so the poster 
session is currently serving as a “soft-launch” of the project site (listed in my current 
works and references section) within the library profession’s instruction community. 
Beyond these in-progress plans, there are a wide array of other instruction-related 
professional development activities over the summer months, including webinars, 
trainings, conferences, and informal meet-ups that I plan to attend and (where 
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